EXHIBIT "O"

_Page 1 of 2
AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF FLORIDA )

COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I, Bill Pickering based on information and belief, state and allege the following:

I am the President of First Summit Financial Group and National Sales Director for
Jefferson-Pilot Life Insurance Company. Our offices are located at 800 North Magnolia
Avenue, Suite 1310, Orlando, Florida. My company has 10 rotary lines, one fax line and one
modem line. Telephone service is absolutely critical to my business. Every day we receive
approximately 125 incoming calls and make about 80 outgoing calls.

In July 1996, my company was approached about switching its local telephone servite
from Southern Bell to Sprint. For a number of years our office was located in Maitland,
Florida and we had been customers of United Telephone and had received good service from
United. When they approached us about providing service in our current offices in downtown ,
Orlando, I decided to try the Sprint service, although it was with some reluctance. Usually, if
I am receiving good service, I am not inclined to change. The incentive here was if we

changed, we could save $150 per month. That's $1800 per year. That's a significant
reduction in overhead.

There were many delays in getting the service hooked up. I kept asking, “When is this
change to Sprint going to happen?” It finally occurred in December 1996. Not too long after
we made the switch we had a half day with no phone service. Of course, it was Murphy’s
Law. It was a very busy day and we got lots of complaints from agents and policy holders.
We could call out, but no one could call in. You don’t want your customers to think you’re
out playing golf. I told Marty Varsubsky, my associate, that we should go back to Southern
Bell because when we were with Southern Bell we never had these problems. We just cannot
afford to be out of service. OQur Sprint sales rep, Danny Adams faxed over something from

Southern Bell saying it was their fault, but I didn’t really care whose fault it was, I just can’t
afford to be without phone service.

Danny Adams talked Marty into giving Sprint one more chance and we decided to
hang in there, but after another outage I decided enough was enough. This one lasted two to
three hours. I made the decision that we were going back to Southern Bell. We made the
decision on Thursday and the changeover was to take place the following Monday.

That Monday, [ left to go to the bank about 11:30 a.m. I called in to the office on my
mobile phone and it rang 20-30 times. [ finally called Turner Construction next door to have
them go to our office to tell them our telephones were out. When I got back to the office, I
could call out, but no one could call in. [ called Southern Bell, and they said they would try to
located the technician who had done the work, because he was close by and could come back
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AFFIDAVIT
STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF ORANGE ;

[, Sean Laney, based on information and belief, state and allege the following:

[ am the club manager of the Citrus Club, which is a dining establishment iocated on the
18th floor of the Republic building in downtown Orlando. It is a membership dining facility
patronized by the Orlando business community. We have very little “walk in traffic.” Most of
our business is by reservation. In addition we have a significant catering and private party
business. We have 16 voice and two data lines. Our decision to switch from Southem Bell to
SMNI was based on economics. The SMNI proposal was going to save us $1,000 per year.

We switched to SMNI service in December 1996. The installation was very hairy. The
Sprint crew was scheduled to come in on Saturday. That Friday at 4:00 p.m. the entire phone
systemn went away. [t completely disappeared. It finally came back at 8:00 p.m. Southem Bell
had turned off everything a day early. We could not call out and customers who tried to call in
got a recording that said, “This number has been disconnected.” This was devastating to our
business because Friday nights are a busy time for us and our customers could not call in for
dinner reservations. It took until mid week to completely restore service.

Since then the exact same scenario has happened twice. With these two occurrences
incoming callers would get an unending ring...as if you weren’t answering your telephone. |
know that both of these incidents were caused by problems at the Southern Bell location. The
most recent incident was in July and the previous incident occurred in June. The July incident
began the night before. [ tried to dial out on the main line. [ would attempt to dial out and then
would put the line on hold to access the next line. We were down until lunchtime with both of

these incidents. That is devastating to our business because our members cannot get through to
call for reservations.

[’ve thought it might be easier to switch back. [’'m frustrated. It seems that the people
you pay your bill to should be accountable for the service you receive. It's frustrating because
we are not paying our bill to Southern Bell and yet when they are the root cause of the problems,
there is no sense of urgency with them to get it corrected because we don’t pay them.

Further affiant sayeth naught. g {

Sean Laney |/

Su cribed and swomn before me this ! day of October, 1997.

M@

otary Publ:c
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I, Rocky Santomissino, based on information and belief, state and allege the

following: ocT 7'

[ am the vice president and secretary-treasurer of J. Rolfe Davis Insurance, with
principal offices located at 11 South Bumby Avenue, Orlando, Florida. We are a large
independent insurance agency located in downtown Orlando. We had been using Vista-
United (Disney) for our telephone equipment maintenance and had been happy with the
service they provided. In addition, United had been our local telephone service provider
in our Longwood office and we’d always been happy with them, so it seemed natural to
switch to someone we knew, with whom we’d had a previous good business relationship.
Our telephone service consists of a total of 43 lines; 18 business (B1) lines, 20 flat-rate
combination PBX trunks in three rotary groups, five Direct Inward Dial (“DID”) PBX
trunks and 20 DID numbers. Qur decision to switch to SMINI was purely economic. We
are bottom line oriented, and with SMNI’s proposal we were going to save $1,000 per
month or $12,000 per year.

We began talking to SMNI in February of this year. The actual switch to SMNI
took about 90 days to occur. As I look back in my planner, I note an entry on March 12
and see an entry “Sprint switchover?” The switchover began on Saturday, March 15 and
was completed on Saturday, March 29, 1997. However, on Monday, April 1, when our
main number, 896-0550 was dialed, our customers heard a BellSouth recording stating,
“This number has been disconnected.” We have 7,000 clients and receive 700-800 calls
aday. Clearly this type of recording is totally unacceptable. In addition, some of the
lines were completely dead or had a constant busy signal. We continued to experience a
lot of problems throughout the month of April.

In August we had another bad experience when we tried to set up a satellite office.
We had acquired another agency of 11 people and needed to move staff out of their
existing offices to a new location several blocks south of our main office, before we could
bring the acquired employees into the main office. We signed the contract for telephone
services in late July, and we wanted the new facility up and running by September 1. I
didn’t want the employees associated with the move to relocate until the telephone
service was up and working. The phone service was scheduled to go in on August 22.
On August 21, the day before the cutover was to occur, a BellSouth employee either
mailed or delivered schematic drawings to the office manager at the satellite office
indicating BellSouth’s cable facilities at the new location would not support the services
requested. [ was very displeased. The office manager had nothing to do with the
telephone decisions. And it’s my understanding that BellSouth should have been dealing
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directly with SMNI, not us and certainly not with an office manager who had nothing to
do with the telephone service. The installation of telephone services at the new location
was completed the week of September 1, 1997. We continued to have numerous

problems with the DID lines, tie lines, etc. for almost two weeks after the installation
date.

Finally on September 5, SMNI was supposed to contact BellSouth to have them
forward calls on both the main line, 894-7024, and the fax line, 894-7027, from the
acquired agency to J. Rolfe Davis’ offices effective at 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 12.
BellSouth disconnected the lines at 5:00 a.m., not 5:00 p.m., as we had requested. The
calls to the fax line were not forwarded all weekend, because I kept checking and [ would
get a recording, “The number you are calling may not be connected.”

I'm not mad at Sprint. I think we are the victims of circumstance. I personally
am a fanatic for organization and detail. I pride myself on doing things flawlessly. The
decision to switch local telephone companies has cost me credibility within my company
because of all of the problems we have experienced. I've had to deal with numerous
client complaints, employee concerns and complaints, and the unhappiness and
frustrations of our board of directors, including our president. Due to these numerous
problems, my position these last seven months has been pure hell. Based on my
experience, the only way I would switch again is if it could happen quickly and
painlessly. I am convinced that BellSouth is trying to sabotage SMNI’s efforts to enter
its markets. However, as a customer [ am caught in the crossfire.

Rocky Sant/%ysino

Subscribed and sworn before me this a‘l"g day of October, 1997.

Further affiant sayeth naught.

Public

My appointment expires on 9-6-99




EXHIBIT “R” |



EXHIBIT "R"

State

Page lof 1 FileNo.____
FFID Orders O

A AVIT Sprint O.p

Corr,. O ~

g{ead. o o

STATE OF FLORIDA ) st § =
> G 5

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) D:frm

1, George Pegram, based on information and belief, state and allegqul 7'97
following:

I am the general manager for the Collegiate Village Inn, located at 11850
University Boulevard, Orlando, Florida. The Collegiate Village Inn is a private
dormitory facility located west of the University of Central Florida campus. We have
307 rooms with two students in each room.

I was first approached by Danny Adams of SMNI in February about switching
my local telephone service from BellSouth to SMNI. I was eager to do so. We are the
only dormitory in the state that is paying the hotel rate of 0.12 - 0.15 cents per call for
calls above the monthly maximum, which we routinely exceed. SMNI offered us a flat »
rate, which is what we’ve wanted for years.

The switch to SMNI was originally scheduled during spring break in March of
this year. The switch was delayed several times due to problems with the engineering.
SMNI stated their engineering was complete, however, BellSouth couldn't get their act
together. I even got so fed up I called the Florida Public Service Commission to
complain. The switch finally happened in mid-May.

Further affiant sayeth naught.

et

""" Gedrge Pegram U
. o <
Subscribed and sworn before me this Lo' day of October, 1997.

P —
Notary Public

My appointment expires on :IZB! 200
T L
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—v——"_é—-spﬁnt Jerry M. Johns

vica Presedent-Law &
Zxtenaj Ralagons

Southern Operations
3ax 165000

sltamonte Speings, Flemen 3700

voice 407 889 6016

Fax <07 389 1211
T N,
September 30, 1997 Orders O
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rge Disc. o 5
Mr. Tommy Williams Se_St. =S
Division of Communications O{"fefr O o
Florida Public Service Commission DATE -
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. RECEiVE:
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 .
ahassee 1 ocT 3Gy

Re: Transfer of Certificate No. 4390 Held by Sprint Metropolitan Networks,
Inc., to Sprint Communications Company L.P.

Dear Mr. Williams:

Sprint Metropolitan Networks, Incorporated (“SMNI") requests that the
Florida Public Service Commission approve the transfer of Alternative Local Exchange
Company (“ALEC”) Certificate No. 4390 to Sprint Communications Company L.P..
(“Sprint™). Sprint currently holds ALEC Certificate No. 4732. SMNI and Sprint
intend to consolidate Sprint Corporation’s provision of ALEC operations in Florida
and to operate under the Sprint name. Immediately following the effective date of the
transfer and Sprint’s assumption of SMNI's operations, Certificate No. 4390 may be
canceled. Continuing service to SMINI's customers will be provided under Sprint’s
Certificate No. 4732.

Management has determined thart these affiliated ALEC operations can be more
effectively and efficiently carried out under one name and by a consolidated
organization. Such consolidation will result in a more effective competitive provision
of ALEC services which will thereby serve the public interest. Furthermore,
provision of ALEC service by affiliates under one name will assist the Commission in
gauging the true number of competitive providers of ALEC service.

Sprint commits that all obligations of SMNI to its customers will continue to
be honored. Sprint will maintain one price list with the commission for the merged
enticy. None of the prices charged to current SMNI customers will be changed because
of the transfer.
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SMNI and Sprint understand that pursuant to Rule 25-25.815 (5), F.A.C,, this
lecter notification becomes effective upon filing. Should you have any question, please
do not hesitate to contact Charles Rehwinkel at (850) 847-0244.

Respectfully submitted,
SO K
2 ! Johns

On behalf of Spriat Metropolitan
Networks, Inc.

R4
o
Tony Key
On behalf of Sprint Communications
Company L.P.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Tglscommaunications, Inc.
Room 34591 BeilSouth Center

675 West Peschiree Street N.E.
Adamia, Georgia 30375

November 4, 1897

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Melissa Closz

Director - Local Market Development
Sprint Communications

Suite 400B

151 Scouthhall Lane

Maitiand, Florida 32751

Re: UNE Combinations

Dear Ms. Closz:

This is a follow-up to our conversation of October 29, 1997 regarding BellSouth’s policy of
combining of Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs).

The Eighth Circuit Court plainly stated that the Act “unambiguously indicates that requesting
carriers will combine the UNEs themselves.” Therefore, BellSouth has no legal obligation to
provide combined UNESs to Sprint Communications. The court, however, did affirm that an
ALEC may itself combine UNEs. BeliSouth will provide to Sprint Communications, at the rates

established by the various state commissions, the individual UNEs delineated in the Sprint
Communications/BeliSouth interconnection agreements.

BeliSouth recognizes that the interconnaction agreements that have been executed thus far,
obligate BellSouth to accept and provision UNE comblination orders. Thus. until the Eighth
Circuit’s opinion becomes final and non-appealable (see, General Terms and Conditions,
Section 9.3), BellSouth will abide by the terms of those interconnection agreements, as
BeliSouth expects Sprint Communications to do.

BellSouth has consistently taken the position that Sprint Communications is free to use UNEs
recombined by BellSouth in any manner it chooses. However, in all states where we have an
approved interconnection agreement (Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina), when Sprint
Communications orders a combination of UNEs or orders individual UNEs that, when

combined, duplicate a retail service., BellSouth will treat these orders for the purposes of bjling
and provisioning, as resale.



Ms. Melissa Closz
November 4, 1997
Page 2

BellSouth is not required to offer combinations of UNEs except as negotiated between
- BellSouth and Sprint Communications. Moreover, “switch as Is” situations will be treated as
resale situations with the pricing rules applicable thereto, not as tha sale of UNEs.

BeliSouth, as it has consistently done in the past, is prepared to discuss all issues Sprint
Communications may raise. To the extent you have any further questions or comments

regarding BellSouth’s policies or major issues regarding implementation intercannection
agreements, please direct them to me,

Sincerely,

7 P L.t

Pat C. Finlen
Manager - interconnection Services Pricing

cc: Jerry D. Mendrix
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In!lS-m Interconnsciian Servicas M8 911-1%00 tred P Monscell

Suite 330 Far 105 9824349 . Salas Assistant Vice President
Ons Chasa Carperute Orive )

Hoowar, Alahems 33244

October 7, 1997

Ms. Anne K. Bingaman

Senior Vice President - LCI

President, Local Telecommunications Division
8180 Greensboro Drive

McLean, Virginia 22102

Dear Ms. Bingaman:

This is in response to your September 24, 1997, letter to Joe Béker In that letter you

asked that BellSouth clearly state its position relatlve to LCl's unbundled network
element (UNE) platform plan.

BellSouth considers LCl ta be a valued customer. Regarding LCI's platfarm plan,
BellSouth offers resale service and/or UNEs that LCl can combine with its own facilities
to provide a telecommunications service or combine BellSouth UNEs itself to provide a
unique telecommunications service or to duplicate a BellSouth retail service.
BellSouth's pasition is consistent with the 8th Circuit Court of Appeal’s July 18, 1997
opinion. The 8th Circuit plainly stated that the Act *unambiguously indicates that the
requesting carmiers will combine the unbundied network elements themselves.”
Therefore, there is na legal duty on the part of BellSouth to provide combined netwark
elements to LCl. Cansistent with the 8th Circuit's ruling, if it is LCl's plan to utilize all
BellSouth network elements to provide finished telephone service, LCl may purehase all
of the individual unbundled network elements needed to provide finished telephone
service, but LCI must combine the necessary elements. The 8th Circuit ruling clearly
finds, however, that BellSouth, as an ILEC, has no obligation ta combine network
elements. The Bth Circuit expressly stated in upholding the FCC's rule that “[our] ruling
finding that [the Act] does not require an incumbent LEC to combine the elements for a
requesting carrier establishes that requesting carriers will in fact be receiving the
elements on an unbundied basis.” Thus, the only meaning that can now be given to
FCC Rule 51.315(b) is that an incumbent LEC may not further unbundle a network
element to be purchased by another local provider unless explicitly requested to do so

by that provider. The rule cannot be read as requiring ILEC's to dellver combinations to
providers such as LCI

CCT @7 'S7 18:@S 2853886963 PRGE . 92
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In all states, when LC! orders individual network elements that, when combined by LCI,
duplicate a retail service provided by BellSouth, BellScuth wili treat, for purposes of
billing and provisioning, that order as one for resale. When LC| orders individual
network elements that, when combined by LCI, creates a unique LC|
telecommunications service, BellSouth will treat, for purposes of billing and
provisioning, that order as one for unbundled network elements.

BellSouth, however, is examining the viability of providing various combinations of
UNESs as a service to its interconnection customers. Such service offerings would have

prices that reflect the 8th Circuit's finding that the use of unbundled network elements
involves greater risk to the other provider than does resale.

| trust that this response provides the details you were seeking. As your Account

Team, we stand ready to support LCl's local service initiatives with the same
professionalism and customer focus we provide on the “access” side of your business.

Sincersaly,

Fred Monacelli

cc. Joe Baker

OCT @7 '97 18:@6 2859886369 PACE . Q3
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SeliZawch Telacsmpuiotuions, ioe. (44 §12-7e2 Mk \ Feidlme .
Suite 411 Fex 404 511218 Prevident - (nawcammectien Sardoes
17 Want Peachirsy Sirest .

Atanw, GJeorgs X378 |

September 12, 1967

Wiillam J. Carrotl

Vie Pragident

AT&T Communications, inc.
Room 4170

1200 Peachtraa Straat
Atlanta, Gsargla 20309

Rs: Your August 29, 1887, lattar to Duanas Ackerman
Oaar Jim:

As cammittad on September 5, 1997, | em responding to the lnsues discussad in your Auguat
28,1087 lstter to Duane Ackerman. Let me begin by saying BeliSouth ia not delaying ATST's
sniry into the focal market. BeliSeuth has expended hundreds of millions of dollars on, and has
dedicated hundrada of employass to, the sole task of assisting new local secvice praviders such
as ATAT In entaring tha local markat. Tha task, as you admitied in your August 1, 1867 lettar, is
not without tremendous chalienges, Other (ocal providers sre entering the local markat,
inveating (n thair own faciifies, and are compating with BsliSouth and winning lacal customers.
Thess local providers are using the syslems in which BaitSouth has baen inverting hundreds of
millions of dolisrs and are finding that they aliaw for real competition. Local campatition is herg
and wili continue to grow whether AT&T anters the markat now or soma time in the futura.

Addrassing your assaction that there is an ‘increasing tendancy to push downward within
SeliSouth amployes ranka, reaponsibitty for oritical lssues,” given the numbar and complexity
of the impiementaticn iasues involved, bath companies nesd to empowar smployess with
axpertias and knowlsdge in many dedibines at many lavels (o move forward and tesoive
implamentation issuas. Our role as mambars of upper managemant is to provide policy
ditection and support s tiose ampowered by ua. Aa an officer of BaliSouth, | am involved with
datarmining the policiss of BaiSouth a8 well 89 guiding iha assertial individuais in my
dapartmant in the resalution of major issues conceming the implementstion of ATAT
intarconneciion agreements aa wall e the implemaentation of other agreamants BeliSouth has
sxecuned, BeliSouth wilt continus to devota the time and ensrgy of many hijhly capable
paople, and significant capial, to mesting ATAT's damands tegather with the nesde and

demands of the Rundred plus ather naw local sarvios providers that have contracted with
BailSauth for intarconnection sarvices,

BellSouth has statsd to ATAT at least thres (imes in writing and numerous $mes verbally that
BaliSouth is commitisd to continuing cparational testing of tha combinad unbundied taops and
ports (UNE-P as you rafar io It) In Flarida and Kantucky and that it has commitiad the



appropriate peragnnel to support thls procasa. To date, ATAT has, pursuant {0 Attachment 4,
saction 2.2 of the BeliSouth /ATAT Intercannection Agreement, identified and described only
four combinations, which ware rscaived by BaliSouth In Apes of 1987. Rather than rasponding
to BeliSouth's written and varbal commitments by identifying any furtiher combinations, or
sending additional orders and testing of ihe systame, ATAT has only pontinued to “paper the
recard’ with &_u.’dlcﬂl that BelSouth is not committad tg teating. BeliSouth hetaby once again
reaffirmy that if stands rasdy, willing and abie o teat the LUNE ordering, provisioning and billing
systema. (L is only through such testing that the companias can determine and adress whare
the problama, if any, tin. While BaliSouth believes it is sware of ATAT'a UNE testing
reguiremants for Flonda and Kantucky, if ATAT belleves that ¢ restaternent of thosa testing
requiremants is requirad, than by all maans communicate them io BellSouth agein.

Yau further requestad that BeliSouth confirm certain positions regarding the Bth Clreuit Caurt of
Appeal's July 18, 1987 opinion ds well as the recently announced FCC decisions regarding both

Ameritsch's 271 spplication and Shared Transport. Following are BaliSouth's responsss to your
confirmation requests.

BeliSauth's respanse:

The 8th Circult plainly stated that the Act ‘unambigucusly Indicatus that the requesting carriers
will combine the unbundiad natwork slements thamaeives.” Tharafors, these is no legal duty on
the part of BeliSauth to provide combined network slemants 1o ATAT. BaliSouth will provide to
ATAT, st the retes satablished by the various steta commissions, the individual natwark
slamaents daiingated tn the ATRT/BeliSouth interconnaction Agreement, and ATAT may
combina the orderad slements in any fashion i choosss. Further, coneistan: with the éth
Circult's ruling, i it ts ATAT'a plan ta utiize all BeliBouth network alamenta 10 provide finished
talephone service, ATAT may purchesa ail of tha individua! unbundiad network elamants
needad 1o provide finishad talephone servios, but ATAT muat cambine the necessary siements.
The &th Cirauit ruling cleary finds, hawsvar, that BellSouth, as an ILEC, hes no abligation to do
50. The 8th Clreult axprassty stated in uphoiding the FCC's rule that "{our) ruling finding that (the
Act] aoes not requice an incumbent LEC ta combina the slemanta for a requasting carrier
sstablishes that requasting cammiers will in fact be raceiving the siemants on an unburktied
basia.* Thus, the only meaning that can now ba given to FCC Rule 51,315(b) ls that an

-9.



incumbent LEC may nat further unbundie a netwark element ta be purchasad by anather kecal
provider unigss axplicily requasted 10 do sa by that provider. The rdle cannct be read as
raquiring ILEC's lo defiver combinatians to providers such as AT&T. BeliSouth, howsver, is
examining the viabiiity of providing verieus combinations of UNEs a8 a service to its .
interconnaction customary. Such service offerings would have prices that rafiect the 8th
Circuit's finding thet the uee of unbundisd nétwork slemants involves greater risk ta the othe
pravider than doss resale. 4
BellSauth nonetheleas recognizes thet the interconnection sgreemants that have bean
executad thua far cbligate BeiSouth to acoapt and provision UNE combination orders. Thus,
until the 8th Clrcuit's opinion besomes inal and non-appealable,” BaliSouth will abide by the
terms of thoas interconnqction agresments as BallSouth expacta ATAT will. Aacacdingly,
assuming execution of the Alabame sgresment, BailSauth witf aocept orders for and provision
the four UNE combinations idantified and describad by ATET pursuant to Attachment 4, saction
2.2 of the Agreaments. in all siales sxcapt Kentucky {(Alabama, Fiorida, Georgia, Loulsiana,
Miasisalppi, North Carsiing. South Caroline snd Tennesses), when ATAT orders a combination
of network elemants or orders individua! network slamants that, when combined, duplicate a
retail service provided by BelSouth, BakSouth will treat, for purposes of billing snd provisioning,
that order as ona for resale. (n Kanhucky, whan AT&T orders a soinbination of network
slements or ordere individual network elements that when cambingd duplicats A retall servics
provided by BaliSauth, BellSouth will tragt the vrder for purposes of biling and provisioning, aa
one for unbundlad network slements. In all steles, when ATAT fulfille ks obligstion undes
Attachmant 4, section 2.2 and (dentifies combinations of unbundied netwerk elements that,
when comained do not duplicuts a ratall sarvice, BeliSouth will accapt and provision that ardar
29 ana for unbundied network siements pricad at the individusl netwoark slement rates. in
Alsbama, where BellSsuth and ATAT have not yet executad an interconnection agreement,
BaliSouth ia wiling, untit tha Sth Cirouit's opinion bacomaa fingl, to exacuts sn intercannection
agreemant that reflects the terma describad gbove. That agresment would be subject 1o
maodification as dlacussed balow. This intarim accommodation ia conalstant with what BetSouth
and ATAT have done in other states. | underetand that such an interconnection agreemant has
bean propased and | witl inatruct Jeery Handrix to executs that agraement after he has had a
opportunity ta fully review the sgresmert.

immadiately upan tha 8th Clrouit’s apinion basoming final, BeliSouth expects, pursuant to
section 9.3 of the Genaral Terms and Conditions of the inlarcannaction Agresment, that the
intercahnaction agresmants wil 58 medified io remave all refsrences to BeliSouth's obligetion
to cambinae unbundied netwotk slamanta for ATAT and ta otherwize reflect the Court's decision.
If following thess modifications, ATAT befigves that, rather then directly maesting e obligation
undar tha Act tg do the combining of any BeliBouth UNEs, i would prefer 10 have BeliSouth
parfarm servicss reialed to combining and/ar opersting and malntaining combined elemants,
BalSauth, as stated sbove, wouid consider such a request and ba prepared to enter inte
asgotiations ragarding sppropriats temms and condfiions.

4 Eloride UNE Taating - Billtng

Concerning the biling received by ATAT in the Florida testing, { offer the following corrections
and clarifications. For the UNE.P orders invoivad with this tsat, the felawing elements may be
billed In the CRIS biliing system: . '



CRIS :

Unbundied Local Switching « Ling Port (ULS-LP) (NRC + Monthly recurring)
Unbundiad Local Switching - Switching Functionality (UL8-8F) (per MOU)
Unbundied Loga! Switching « Trunk Port (ULS-TP) (per MOU)

Unbundied Tandem Swilching - Bwitching Punctionakly (UTS<5F) (psr MOU)
Unbundied Tandam Switching - Trunk Port (UTS-TP) (per MOV)

Unbundied intaroffics Traneport - Shared (UT-8) (per MOU and per MGU-mie) -
Opearator and DA elamants (have not bean implementad far this testing timeframa)

As of August 14, 1687, BallSayth has the capabliity te bill the MOU basad switehing and
tranapon slements for all lacsl diract dialed calls originating from ULS.LPs (of in this case UNE-
Pa). In yaur list, you aiso included Unbundied intsreffica Transpont - Dediastad (UIT-D),
Unbundied Packat Swilching (UPS), AIN, LIDB, $37 Signaling, 800 Datsbase, Directory Access
{0 DA Ssivics, Directory Assiatance Transport and Direclaty Assistanea Ostabsss Servics.
Thesae slemants are not spplicabls for the scanarioa that ybu have ragueatad ta be tested in
Flonida and Kentucky.

You alao staled thet ATET hay yel to receive the dally usage recordings that BeliSouth sgreed
{o transmit during the Florida test. As issuss regarding daily usage recarding ware
sncountersd, they ware addressed by BelilSouth and corrective actions wers taken. Further
{sating was limitad due to the lack of actus! usage found on the four accounts. The Jan
Burrise/Pam Nelson team that mests regulary te discuss and rasoive laavas recantly agread
that the tasting taarn shaould formallzs the usage reconding lesting. The team agresd 1o
implamant s logging syatem so that the users would record thelr varisua ealls, time of day, type

of call, duration, sts., and provide tha log 1o BellSouth 80 that BalSouth could fallaw the call
thraugh its systema.

In connaction with the UNE concapt tast, OeliSouth is not currsntly gending ATET access
records associaled with UNEs. Pursuent to the law st the tims, BaliSouth'a positinn had been
that BeliSouth shouid continua to bill accass to the IXC and that tranamiting recards was
therefore not required. Subssguent ruings now appedr to support the naed far BeliSouth, in
instancas where the use of unbundisd network elements I8 not duplicating an exiating BeliSouth
service, {0 sand recarda in oidet for the local pravidar 1o bill the (XC interstate access. Given
thasa changes, BaliSouth conours that BeliSouth and ATAT need to coms to an agresment of
the formatting of these scceus records. In addition, BelSouth and ATAT nead to work through
industry fora to reach agreamant on atandarda for recard sxchange and meet point bilfing.

BaliSouth doss nat agree with your agssssmant of BeliSouth's paricipation on Call Flow
diacussions. BsliSouth mat with your representativas in May of 1087, snd participated an @
conferanca call in June of 1997 In an sitempt to reach agreement. Howsver, due to key
differences in tha underlying positions of tha companies, the representatives were not able to
raach agresment axcapt for thoss call flowd for Intraswitch local cals. BeliSouth, as always,
slands ready to meat with AT&T to further discuss cail fiows and & is my understanding that
such @ masting has baen schedulad.

{ trsst that this answers any question you may hava had BellSeinth, an § has consistenty dane
in the past, la preparad to discuss all issues that ATAT may raias. To the extent you have any



turthar questions or commants regarding BellSoutiva paiicies or majot lasues regarding
implementation of the AT&T/BeliSouth interconnection sgreament, plegss direct them to ma.

-
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the matter of

Application by BellSouth
Corporation, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., and
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for CC Docket No. 97-231
Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana

DECLARATION OF CARL SHAPIRO
ON BEHALF OF SPRINT

L Qualifications and Purpose of Testimony

A. Qualifications

I am Carl Shapiro, the Transamerica Professor of Business Strategy and
Professor of Business and Economics at the Haas School of Business and the
Department of Economics, University of California at Berkeley. I also am a
founder of The Tilden Group, an economic consulting company. My

qualifications are described in Appendix D, which also includes a copy of my

curriculum vitae.
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B. Purpose of Testimony

I have been asked by Sprint to provide an economic and public interest
analysis of BellSouth’s application to provide in-region long-distance service in
Louisiana. This is part of a broader project I am conducting for Sprint to develop
a framework for assessing Section 271 applications generally, and to evaluate the

conditions of local competition in a number of states where such applications are

anticipated.

The overall framework 1 utilize here for evaluating Section 271
applications is based generally on my experience in antitrust and regulatory
economics, along with my understanding of the provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”) and my experience in studying
telephone markets for some fifteen years. This is the same economic framework I
presented before this Commission last month on behalf of Sprint in response to
BellSouth’s Section 271 application for South Carolina, and I do not repeat it
here; portions of my testimony in that docket pertaining to the general

evaluation of Section 271 applications are included as Appendix A.

My testimony in this proceeding focuses on the specific conditions in
Louisiana. In particular, I evaluate the status of local wireline competition and
interconnection in Louisiana. I also consider the economics behind BellSouth’s
assertion that Personal Communications Service (PCS) providers constitute
facilities-based competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs) for the purpose of
their Section 271 application. My evaluation of the current conditions in
Louisiana is based largely on the information available in this docket from
BellSouth and from other interested parties, on testimony filed in Louisiana

Public Service Commission (LPSC) Docket No. U-22252 and on research
conducted at The Tilden Group.
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IL Current Local Wireline Competition in Louisiana is De Minimis

Significant actual local wireline competition would be the most
convincing demonstration that local markets are indeed open. Such competition

clearly has not yet arrived in Louisiana, and I fear it will be delayed by

premature Section 271 approval.

By conventional market share measures, BellSouth maintains a dominant
monopoly position in the provision of local exchange service in Louisiana.
BellSouth’s Brief to this Commission in support of its 271 application devotes
attention to competitors’ installed fiber facilities, but these discussions focus on
the potential for these facilities to be used to offer local exchange service if the

necessary interconnection conditions are in place, not their actual use to date.

(BellSouth Brief at p. 17-19)

The three CLECs in Louisiana that BellSouth characterizes as “facilities-
based,” ACSI, American MetroComm, and KMC TeleCom, collectively and
individually serve a very limited geographic region within Louisiana. According
to BellSouth, ACSI maintains fiber networks in the business centers of three
Louisiana cities, and provides resold and facilities-based access and local
exchange services to business customers only; BellSouth does not expect ACSI to
offer residential local exchange service. American MetroComm and KMC
TeleCom are both primarily access providers, with fiber networks in two
Louisiana cities each (American MetroComm in New Orleans and Baton Rouge,
and KMC TeleCom in Baton Rouge and Shreveport). Both companies are
reselling local exchange service to business and residential customers, and have
announced plans to introduce facilities-based local service later this year.
(BellSouth Brief at p. 19 and p. 22). ITC DeltaCom’s Louisiana fiber network
comprises some portion of its 2100-mile network in the BellSouth region, but the
company has not announced plans to provide local exchange service in the state.

(Wright Affidavit at p. 20) Other wireline CLECs, as well, have not yet put their
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